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US. Customs Service 


(T.D. 76-181) 


Cotton, Wool, and Manmade Fiber Textile Products—Resiriction on 
Entry 


Restriction on entry of cotton, wool, and manmade fiber textile products manu- 
factured or produced in the Republic of Korea 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER oF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., June 28, 1976. 


There is published below directive of May 20, 1976, received by the 
Commissioner of Customs from the Chairman, Committee for ‘the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements, concerning visa requirement 
and exempt certification for cotton, wool, and manmade fiber textile 
products manufactured ‘or produced in the Republic of Korea. This 
directive amends, but does not cancel, that Committee’s' directive of 
May'6, 1976 (T.D. 76-148). 

This directive was published in the Feprrat ReaistTER on May 25, 
1976 (41 FR 21401); by the Committee: 


JaMEs D, CoLEMAN, 
for Joun B. O?Louesuin, 
Director, 

Duty Assessment Division. 
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Unitep States DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
The Assistant Secretary for Domestic 

and International Business 
Washington, D.C. 20230 


COMMITTEE FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE AGREEMENTS 


May 20, 1976. 
CoMMISSIONER .OF CUSTOMS 


Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20229 


Dear Mr. ComMMISSIONER: 


This directive amends, but does not cancel, the directive of May 6, 
1976 from the Chairman of the Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements which authorized Mr. Park Yong Dow, effec- 
tive on April 15, 1976, to issue export visas and certifications for 
exempt cotton, wool, or man-made fiber textile products exported 
from the Republic of Korea, replacing Mr. Yoo Ho Min. 

Under the terms of the Arrangement Regarding International Trade 
in Textiles done at Geneva on December 20, 1973, pursuant to the 
provisions of the Bilateral Cotton, Wool and Man-Made Fiber 
Textile Agreement of June 26, 1975, as amended, between the Govern- 
ments of the United States and the Republic of Korea, and in accord- 
ance with the provisions of Executive Order 11651 of March 3, 1972, 
the directive of May 6, 1976 is hereby amended to authorize entry 
into the United States for consumption of goods exported from the 
Republic of Korea which are covered by visas or exempt certifica- 
tions issued by Mr. Yoo Ho Min during the period April 15 through 
May 20, 1976. 

The actions taken with respect to the Government of the Republic 
of Korea and with respect to imports of cotton, wool and man-made 
fiber textile products from the Republic of Korea have been deter- 
mined by the Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agree- 
ments to involve foreign affairs functions of the United States. 
Therefore, the directions to the Commissioner of Customs, being 
necessary to the implementation of such actions, fall within the 
foreign affairs exception to the rule-making provisions of 5 U.S.C. 
553. This letter will be published in the Fepprat Reeister. 

Sincerely, 
AuaAN Po.ansky, 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements, and 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Resources and Trade Assistance 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
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(T.D. 76-182) 
Foreign eurrencies—Daily rates for countries not on quarterly list 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by ‘the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York for the Hong Kong dollar, Iran rial, Philippines 
peso, Singapore dollar, Thailand baht (tical) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFrricE OF THE CoMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., June 4, 1976. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified 
buying rates in U.S. dollars for the dates and foreign currencies shown 
below. These rates of exchange are published for the information and 
use of Customs officers ind others concertied pursuant to Part 159, 
Subpart C, Customs Regulations (19 CFR 159, Subpart C). 


Hong Kong dollar: 


Miry’ 313 9976201241 iro.) SMT YO SOrTTL Eas Holiday 
OS SD RTE eee Ts. ne eh savers $0. 2040 
Wee 0 NG cage ep en ee . 2040 
Fins 2 GPE 10S Woe to Ada arises b "2053 
PE, GOT ed Oe Re . 2045 
Iran rial; 
May 31; 1976s ofits. 62 Sa icleeull coke Holiday 
Jun 41197620096 i i -wecanuibe—haiell aaj eb $0..0143 
June 2;:1976_s2cesne2 su seorur. shiue Jae . 0143 
June 3, 1976«sis1-vlieh vaiwollod osti-te od Ls 0143 
GUIS TRG eh aon ook ain ok cctat ae . 0145 
Philippines peso: 
NRE FE ATI Oak oan oid ccna cnn sieec ee Holiday 
Pies POO i et cae $0. 1300 
WO LOTR re a Pe eS Be ae 22! .4.1300 
PGB, 1976. in ded he~ 5b oC} Nes + ee ae . 1290 
aati II ne eta . 1290 
Singapore dollar: 
PE STE Te TO2 tS SODORTUSS eevee rs eae eae Holiday 
Pee ay ee en sented een ahen st ce ameia $0. 4035 
PU Se AGES. wot an os eek coh ne acorn . 4037 
PUM ©, SUNG occ on ee anak oS eae nee . 4039 


WUe ©, 2010. cou sndes Se eek a eesa kokones . 4040 
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Thailand baht (tical) : 


May 31, 1976... ... suv Jewewse ed soa -- Holiday 
June 1-8, T1010... cases s ce eeaseesaeceaus $0. 0490 
(LIQ-3) 


Wiuram G. PowE 1, 
for Joun B. O’Lovextin, 
Director, 

Duty Assessment Division. 


(T.D. 76-183) 
Foreign currencies—Certification of Rates 


Rates. of exchange certified to the ‘Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFIcE OF THE CoMMISSIONER OF CusTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., June 4, 1976. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified the 
following rates of exchange which varied by 5 per centum or more 
from the quarterly rate published in Treasury Decision 76-121 for the 
following countries. Therefore, as to entries covering merchandise ex- 
ported on the dates listed, whenever it is necessary for Customs pur- 
poses to convert such currency.into currency of the: United States, 
conversion shall be at the following daily rates: 


Ireland pound: 
June 1, 1976.22.20 UY sbL- biuleule alien cao $1. 7540 
Fahe D11076_ 2 lis. Junie. AOE Ligelh «(997805 
Geis 971976. 0bs es ue rsewrec0 Tel Lia 1. 7089 
Ouihe 4; 1076 co Leal se er eel Biba 1. 7165 
New Zealand dollar: 
vane 4, 10746. (oo conn Sakina ab adcs eco ue eee $0. 9649 
Portugal escudo: 
dune 4, 1076 ~~ <5 ahaa = 0 esa biel ied dette eee 
dune Ss, 1076... oo loa ek ae eee eet ans 0. 0324 


dune 4, 1976. = os occ Dineen ote ee ee ce 0. 0324 
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Sri Lanka rupee: 


June t, 1076. =< sce SEL ee $0. 1150 
vune 2, 1976. Os 0. 1150 
ONG 3, 3976 5s orcs eens Soe Soe 0. 1150 
vune 4, 1976 > eer et he ee Oo 0. 1165 
Switzerland franc: 
SUN By PE ihc og oes Se a eee $0. 4177 
eUNe O, 10 ooo eo ccccccoe samen ssa leo eee 0. 4157 
United Kingdom pound: 
NS St POE cae a oe kk sade tae - $1. 7540 
CERT hy PTO te re ere Ne he ae Ras es 1. 7205. 
GUNG: 57 TUCO eee ee eee eet ee Cae ee 1. 7089 
VUNO-4, LOVOl. co eee cee eee eee Seed one 1. 7165 
(LIQ-3) 


Wiiuram G. PowE t, 
for Joun B. O’Loveutin, 
Director, 

Duty Assessment Division. 


[Published in the Feperat Reaister July 6, 1976 (41 FR 27746)] 


(T.D. 76-184) 
Foreign currencies—Daily rates for countries not on quarterly list 


Rates of; exchange certified to the Secretary of the: Treasury.by ‘the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York for the Hong Kong dollar, Iran rial, Fuitippines 
peso, Singapore dollar, Thailand baht (tical) 


‘DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., June 11, 1976. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified buying 
rates in U.S. dollars for the dates and foreign currencies shown below. 
These rates of exchange are published for the information and use of 
Customs officers and others concerned pursuant to Part 159, Subpart 
C, Customs Regulations (19 CFR 159, Subpart C). 
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Hong Kong dollar: 
PUNE 15 NO Ce ce cso twee ee ca $0. 2045 
June 8, 1976______- ne ch estas heb eb ean ..2045 
dune 9;-1970... ae ee ee . 2030 
sume 10; 1078. eras ie ee ee as ae .. 2030 
June 11, 197662 ee ee et . 2020 
Tran rial: 
JUNG 7 OCG ek supe y a Cae $0..0145 
June 8, 1976. 2222 oe en eer . 0145 
June 9; 1976.3 2 “0145 
dune 10;-PO76 aor ee ee 0145 
June -tt,-1976 > 25322425225 see ts ercceco 23S! £0143 
Philippines peso: . 
JUNO CANS 6 se i ss oc ee ee ee $0. 1290 
June 81076275). F2k Sowereut oi the Seep . 1290 
He Dabete es os oe ose eds . 1290 
OUNA Wet 22 ae se ee ee . 1290 
OODC Li TOrOe vet on ie. ee eee eee . 1300 
Singapore dollar: 
UENO 45 TOE Osa a tie ec eee ee rea ere $0: 4040 
June SStO7Gi Vik OSS Re De . 4040 
JUNG 1OFGL UA LS he, Se eh Se . 4042 
June 10, 1976___-: POle@ WwSd ky) ky by per cenk . 4042 
Jurie LY FOTO) 2 Pe Le AS . 4043 
Thailand baht (tical): 
Jiine "72915 19782 sett ocd os poles oyes $0. 0490 
(LIQ-3) 


Wurm G. PowE tt, 
for Joun B. O’Lovex tin, 
Director, 

Duty Assessment Division. 
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(T.D. 76-185) 
Foreign currencies—Certification of Rates 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE CoMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., June 11, 1976. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(e), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified the 
following rates of exchange which varied by 5 per centum or more 
from the quarterly rate published in Treasury Decision 76-121 for 
the following countries. Therefore, as to entries covering merchandise 
exported on the dates listed, whenever it is necessary for Customs 
purposes to convert such currency into currency of the United States, 
conversion shall be at the following daily rates: 


Ireland pound: 


GUNS: F462 B Cosi nade ond? od eet ei eek $1. 7560 

June 8, 1976_.. .. ._ {innit _tulsd batdiedT. wedded « 1. 7696 

ene S, GOTO... ee Cen s Pe 1. 7690 

June 10; T9076 222 10 TAA MTAATAE 1. 7705 

Jans 17, F7G OLE MOF FAT tO AOE 1. 7703 
New Zealand dollar: 

Jime-7,) 19 Bseues hia L-walt lo shesn ET eeees Sh $0. 9649 
Portugal escudo: 

VUNG JET LOO ose oe oat ee oat ee ae $0. 0323 
Sri Lanka rupee: 

June 7, 1976 -rn wise - CSL ADO b i weddinlvod $0. 1165 

PUNE S. WOO se eae ae es 0. 1165 

une) HOV6s< Barnkof Neo. Yark ovrstins = 0. 1165 

une 10; 19 7G (cre neie 1a 22 Ce So 0. 1165 

dine M5 TO7Tehenes wich casa bat Se hose 0. 1150 


214-—100-—76—-—-2 








8 CUSTOMS 


United Kingdom pound: 


SUNG 75 BEBO. er Sele eae se ee $1. 7560 

JUNG'S, 1910. 2 Soe een eee oe 1. 7696 

Juha 0, 1S7G ecw eee oe ee ee 1, 7690 

June 10, 1976 ise. ee ek HAs ewes 2 SS 1. 7705 

June 11, 197622 Ss aes a ee eee 1. 7703 
(LIQ-3) 


Wiuram G. Powe 1, 
for Joun B. O’Loveutin, 
Director, 

Duty Assessment Division. 


[Published in the FepreraL ReGisteR July 6, 1976 (41 FR 27746)] 


(T.D. 76-186) 
Foreign currencies—Daily rates for countries not on quarterly list 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York for the Hong Kong dollar, Iran‘ rial; Philippines 
peso, Singapore dollar, Thailand baht. (tical) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE CoMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., June 18, 1976. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified buying 
rates in U.S. dollars for the dates and foreign currencies shown below. 
These rates of exchange are published for the information and use of 
Customs officers and others concerned pursuant to Part 159, Subpart 
C, Customs Regulations (19 CFR 159, Subpart C). 


Hong Kong dollar: 


dune 14; 1970... -. «cous a ndeeecn yen $0.,.2021 

PUNC. LO, 19VB.o. 6 see ee ee ee cae 0,.2021 

dune 16,9976. 22 2 50S a eee 0. 2023 

00nd 17, Webs. onc wae tenwie vane unease 0. 2023 

June 18, YO80.c ose suc dees kes 0. 2020 
Tran rial: 


dune 14-18, 1096. suai ee ae $0. 0143 
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Philippines peso: 


GUE Bi Sl Cos chan ctkveenncuosan0 hues $0. 1300 
SUG Rie ti Gncactnc cnsashvescnes + Olu 0. 1300 
RG: 16 Oe iinn 46 thn bendasmandnedbebals 0. 1300 
Sahe 874 196 seec nt decease paid Olah 0. 1300 
Wuhe' 88; 1076eret iS aa aan SLO ha Bi 0.1325 
Singapore dollar: 
Guitib 14, 1976.05 sac owes oan cacti £1 $0. 4048 
Bilis 16, 2076. nn occa ncc setae 0. 4048 
Gee 1G, Ere ious nekanucswanedcccuue MeLee 0. 4044 
BURG 17, SOrOo han eene Gericke POG ee 0: 4045 
Guo 1810760 ek ce ee a AOE AE 0. 4044 
Thailand baht (tical): 
Jui 14-18, 1976... Lech $0. 0490 
(LIQ-3) 


Wiiuiam G: PowE 11, 
for Joun B. O’LovGsE in, 
Director; 
Duty Assessment Division. 


(T.D. 76-187) 
Foreign currencies—Certification of Rates 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., June 18, 1976. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified the 
following rates of exchange which varied by 5 per centum or more 
from the quarterly rate published in Treasury Decision 76-121 for 
the following countries. Therefore, as to entries covering merchandise 
exported on the dates listed, whenever it is necessary for Customs 
purposes to convert such currency into currency of the United States, 
conversion shall be at the following daily rates: 
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Ireland pound: 


Sie 14, Ieee eo oe oe oc 2 ee oe $1.7700 
Fhe 15, BGG. «ow hencckasuccctentsl ee 1. 7765 
Fine. 1G, ISTE « « navectanncacsncksasen 1. 7755 
Fine.1 7 FOTO A. 0x ca cavtacdunnkvanuseeebue 1. 7755 
Fun 18 WUDS. nav o Wevneaeecaccinseeee 1. 7740 
Portugal escudo: 
Jum 14, 1976... ccveceececnnenecscaeeereee $0. 0323 
Suhe 15, 1976... ...c.cnccanincras serena 0. 0323 
Sune 16, 1076... ... cn cascuonedcusae eee 0. 0323 
Fue 17, 1976... ~~ oaceeeeccenunt tu geen et 0. 0323 
Jue 18, 1076... ono ocedaeecaccl@hedl 0. 0321 
Sri Lanka rupee: 
Jutt 14-18, 1976... LR Seb $0. 1150 
United Kingdom pound: 
OLN i ns a ees een ee $1. 7700 
AUG ROL SEG NGkas os. achsecseonncueenseae 1. 7765 
due FAC G TG 5-40 Sade Borde ~ nb een cae 1. 7755 
June, 1h) POPES. epgio~ thse He Soidg side die 1. 7755 
June 16  10FG600 ea ht eel cue cees 1. 7740 
(LIQ-3) 


Wiiuram G. Powe t., 
for Joun B. O’Loveatin, 
Director, 

Duty Assessment Division. 


[Published in the Feperat Reaister July 6, 1976 (41 FR 27746)] 
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(T.D. 76-188) 


Countervailing duties—Cheese from Sweden 


Notice of countervailing duties to be imposed under section 303, Tariff Act of 
1930, as amended, by reason of the payment or bestowal of a bounty or grant 
upon the manufacture, production or exportation of cheese from Sweden 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C. 


TITLE 19—CUSTOMS DUTIES 
CuapterR 1—Unirep States Customs SERVICE 
PART 159 — LIQUIDATION OF DUTIES 


On January 5, 1976, a “Notice of Preliminary Countervailing Duty 
Determination” was published in the FreprraL Register (41 FR 
782). The notice stated that on the basis of an investigation conducted 
pursuant to section 159.47(c) Customs Regulations (19 CFR 
159.47(c)), a preliminary determination was made that bounties or 
grants are being paid or bestowed, directly or indirectly, within the 
meaning of section 303, Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 U.S.C. 
1303) (referred to in this notice as ‘‘the Act’’) on the manufacture, 
production or exportation of cheese from Sweden. The measure pre- 
liminarily determined to constitute bounties or grants included an 
export subsidy payment on cheese made from the equalization fund 
available to Swedish dairy producers. 

The notice further stated that before a final determination would 
be made in the proceeding, consideration would be given to any 
relevant data, views or arguments submitted in writing within 30 
days from the date of publication of the notice of preliminary 
determination. 

After consideration of all information received, it is hereby deter- 
mined that bounties or grants are being paid or bestowed, directly or 
indirectly, on exports of cheese from Sweden within the meaning of 
section 303 of the Act. The bounties or grants are in the form of 
consumer subsidies paid by the Government of Sweden to the dairy 
farmers which have the effect of subsidizing exports as well as domestic 
dairy products. In addition, bounties or grants are being paid in the 
form of export subsidies on cheese by the Government of Sweden. 

Accordingly, notice is hereby given that cheese imported directly 
or indirectly from Sweden, if entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, 
for consumption on or after the date of publication of this notice in 
the Frperat Recister, will be subject to payment of counter- 
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vailing duties equal to the net amount of any bounty or grant deter- 
mined or estimated to have been paid or bestowed. 

Effective on or after the date of publication of this notice in the 
FEDERAL REGISTER and until further notice, upon the entry 
for consumption or withdrawal from warehouse for consumption of 
such dutiable cheese from Sweden, which benefit from these bounties 
or grants and are subject to this order, liquidation shall be suspended 
pending declaration of the net amounts of the bounties or grants paid. 

Notwithstanding the above, a ‘“‘Notice of Waiver of Countervailing 
Duties” is being published concurrently with this order which covers 
cheese from Sweden in accordance with section 303(d) of the Act. 
At such time as the waiver ceases to be effective, in whole or in part, 
a notice will be published setting forth the deposit of estimated 
countervailing duties which will be required at the time of entry, 
or withdrawal from warehouse, for consumption of each product 
then subject to the payment of countervailing duties. 

The table in section 159.47(f) of the Customs Regulations (19 
CFR 159.47(f)) is amended by inserting in the column headed 
“Country,” the name ‘‘Sweden”’. The column headed ‘‘Commodity”’ 
is amended by inserting the word “Cheese.” The column headed 
“Treasury Decision” is amended by inserting the number of this 
Treasury Decision, and the words ‘Bounty Declared-Rate” in the 
column headed ‘‘Action.”’ 

This notice is published pursuant to section 303 of the Act. (R.S. 
251, as amended, sections 303, as amended, 624, 46 Stat. 687, 759 
(19 U.S.C. 66, 1303, 1624)). 

(APP-4-05) 


LronarpD LEHMAN, 
Acting Commissioner of Customs. 


Approved June 18, 1976, 
Davip R. Macponatp, 
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 


[Published in the FepErRAL Register July 1, 1976 (41 FR 27032)] 
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(T.D. 76-189) 
Waiver of Countervailing Duties—Cheese, from Sweden 


Determination under section 303(d), Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, to 
waive countervailing duties 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, D.C., June 17, 1976. 


TITLE 19—CUSTOMS DUTIES 


CuaptreR I—UNItTEep States Customs SERVICE 


PART 159 — LIQUIDATION OF DUTIES 


In T.D. 76-177, published concurrently with this determination, 
it has been determined that bounties or grants within the meaning of 
section 303 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 U.S.C. 1303), 
are being paid or bestowed, directly or indirectly, upon the manu- 
facture, production or exportation of cheese from Sweden. 

Section 303(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as added by the Trade 
Act of 1974 (Pub. L. 93-618, January 3, 1975), authorizes the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury to waive the imposition of countervailing duties 
during the 4-year period beginning on the date of enactment of the 
Trade Act of 1974 if he determines that: 

(1) Adequate steps have been taken to reduce substantially or 
eliminate during such period the adverse effect of a bounty or grant 
which he has determined is being paid or bestowed with respect to 
any article or merchandise; 

(2) There is a reasonable prospect that, under section 102 of the 
Trade Act of 1974, successful trade agreements will be entered into 
with foreign countries or instrumentalities providing for the reduction 
or elimination of barriers to or other distortions of international trade; and 

(3) The imposition of the additional duty under this section with 
respect to such article or merchandise would be likely to seriously 
jeopardize the satisfactory completion of such negotiations. 

Based upon analysis of all the relevant factors, and after consulta- 
tion with interested agencies, I have concluded that adequate steps 
have been taken to reduce substantially the adverse effects, or potential 
adverse effects, of the bounty or grant. Specifically the Government of 
Sweden has eliminated the export restitution payment on Herrgaard 
and Greve cheeses, which are classified by the U.S. as Emmenthal- 
type cheeses. In addition, restitution payments on Colby and Cheddar 
cheeses, the only cheeses exported from Sweden to the United States 
for further processing, have been eliminated. 

Furthermore, the waiver will remain in effect so long as there is no 
aggressive marketing of Swedish cheeses on which export subsidies 

214-100—76——3 
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continue in the U.S. market, the effect of which is to increase these 
exports substantially from historic levels. 

After consulting with appropriate agencies, including the Depart- 
ment of State, the Office of Special Representative for Trade Negotia- 
tions, and the Department of Agriculture, I have further concluded 
(1) that there is a reasonable prospect that, under section 102 of the 
Trade Act of 1974, successful trade agreements will be entered into 
with foreign countries or instrumentalities providing for the reduction 
or elimination of barriers to or other distortions of international 
trade; and (2) that the imposition of contervailing duties on cheese 
from Sweden would be likely to seriously jeopardize the satisfactory 
completion of such negotiations. 

Accordingly, pursuant to section 303(d) of the Tariff Act of 1930, 
as amended (19 U.S.C. 1303(d)), I hereby waive the imposition of 
countervailing duties as well as the suspension of liquidation ordered 
in T.D. 76-177 on cheese from Sweden. 

This determination may be revoked, in whole or in part, at any 
time and shall be revoked whenever the basis supporting such de- 
termination no longer exists. Unless sooner revoked or made subject 
to a resolution of disapproval adopted by either House of the Congress 
of the United States pursuant to section 303(e) of the Tariff Act of 
1930, as amended (19 U.S.C. 1303(e)), this waiver of countervailing 
duties will, in any event, by statute cease to have force and effect 
on January 4, 1979. 

On or after the date of publication in the Frepprat Reaister 
of a notice revoking this determination in whole or in part, the day 
after the date of adoption by either House of Congress of a resolution 
disapproving this ‘‘Waiver of Countervailing Duties’, or January 4, 
1979, whichever occurs first, countervailing duties will be assessable 
on cheese imported directly or indirectly from Sweden in accordance 
with T.D. 76-177 published concurrently with this determination. 

The table in section 159.47(f) of the Customs Regulations (19 
CFR.47(f)) is amended by inserting after the last entry from Sweden 
under the commodity heading ‘‘Cheese’’, the number of this Treasury 
Decision in the column heading “Treasury Decision”, and the words 
“Imposition of countervailing duties waived” in the column headed 
“Action’’. 

(R.S. 251, secs. 303, as amended, 624; 46 Stat. 687, 759, 88 Stat. 2051, 2052; 
19 U.S.C. 66, 1303, as amended, 1624). 

(APP-4-05) 
Davipv R. Macponatp, 
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 


{Published in the Feperau Reaister July 1, 1976 (41 FR 27032)] 
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LisprascoPpe Div, or SINGER- 
GENERAL Precision, INc. v. UNITED StTaTEs 


Navigational instrument i 


Herap-upe DispLAay—OpticaL ELEMENTS—SUBSIDIARY FUNCTIONS | 


An L-193 head-up display system, consisting of collimating head, 
electronics box, and two control boxes, manufactured in and ex- 
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ported from France, having the capacity, when installed in an 
airplane and coupled to the plane’s sensors, of directing the flight 
of the aircraft from point of takeoff to point of landing and along a 
predetermined course of flight by receiving the input from the 
sensors and converting electrical signals into mechanical signals and 
flight data images which images are then projected onto a reflecting 
glass for viewing by the pilot, held, to be classifiable as claimed 
under TSUS item 710.46 as a navigational instrument and not 
under TSUS item 708.89 as an optical instrument as classified 
inasmuch as the optical elements incorporated in the navigational 
device perform only secondary, subsidiary functions. 


Court No. 72—2-00423 


Port of Los Angeles 
{Judgment for plaintiff.] 
(Decided June 15, 1976) 


Glad, Tuttle & White (Robert Glenn White of counsel) for the plaintiff. 
Rex E. Lee, Assistant Attorney General (John N. Politis trial attorney), for the 
defendant. 


Ricuarpson, Judge: The merchandise in this action, described 
on the invoice as “Navigation system type 193 No. 10”, was exported 
from France in March, 1969, and classified upon reliquidation at the 
port of Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif. under TSUS item 708.89, 
as modified by T.D. 68-9 as other optical appliances and instruments 
at the duty rate of 36 per centum ad valorem. It is claimed by plaintiff 
that the merchandise should be classified under TSUS item 694.60, 
as modified by T.D. 66-9, T.D. 67-267, and T.D. 68-9 as other parts 
of aircraft at the duty rate of 7 per centum ad valorem, or alternatively, 
under TSUS item 710.46, as modified by T.D. 68-9 as other naviga- 
tional instruments and parts thereof at the duty rate of 8 per centum 
ad valorem, or alternatively, under TSUS item 710.08, as modified 
by T.D. 68-9 as other optical navigational instruments at the duty rate 
of 22 per centum ad valorem. 

In the pleadings it is admitted that the merchandise in issue is 
designed and dedicated for use in aircraft and is exclusively used in 
aircraft, and further, that the merchandise contains partially reflec- 
tive glass on which flight information data such as the speed, the 
attitude, the compass heading, the rate of climb, the rate of descent, 
and the altitude of the aircraft, is displayed. It is also conceded in the 
pleadings that the merchandise in issue is not one of the articles or 
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apparatus described in headnote 1 to Part 2C of TSUS Schedule 7 
which reads in part: 


This subpart does not cover— 
* Es * * > * * 
(v) electrical measuring, checking, analyzing or automatically 


controlling instruments and apparatus (see subpart D of 
this part); 


The record shows that the imported merchandise, manufactured 
in France, consists of three units, namely, a collimating head, an 
adaption or electronics box, and two control boxes. When these units 
are installed in an airplane and coupled to the plane’s sensor circuitry 
they function, when operated through the control boxes, in a manner 
which results in a display of various flight parameters upon a re- 
flective glass positioned in the pilot’s line of sight. 

The electronics box receives electric impulses (sensory data) from 
the plane’s sensors and relays them in an appropriate, useful manner 
to the collimating head. Motors in the collimating head operate in 
response to these electric impulses. The motors drive servos which 
move and position reticles or thin metal tapes which have images on 
them. An optical quartz prism in the head receives these images onto 
its several planes and combines them into a single image. The com- 
bined image is then put before collimating lenses which focus images 
at infinity onto a combining glass in front of the pilot. In this fashion 
the pilot is enabled to read the flight parameters while at the same 
time maintaining visual contact ahead and outside of the plane. The 
use of the system eliminates the necessity of the pilot having to shift 
his eyes and constantly refocus them between instrument panel and 
vistas outside of the plane. Hence, the name “head-up display” is 


frequently used to describe the system represented by the imported 
merchandise. 


Richard Potter, a senior staff engineer in plaintiff’s employ for 20 
years and in charge of systems design in 1969, testified that he re- 
viewed all of the work done by plaintiff’s engineers on the L—193 
head-up display or HUD system, that the L-193 HUD gives the air- 
plane pilot the information necessary to control, fly, and navigate 
his aircraft, and that it functions independently of the craft’s instru- 
ment panel or head-down system (which is also coupled to the air- 
craft’s sensor circuitry). The witness also testified that an L-193 
HUD unit was bonded to the Federal Aviation Administration for a 
period of 3 years in connection with a certification program for HUD’s 
which was to have been undertaken by that agency. However, funding 
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ran out before the program was ever commenced, according to Mr. 
Potter. 

Alvin S. White, an aerospace consultant and airplane pilot who 
in 1969 was employed by Trans World Airlines in flight operations 
research and development, testified that he evaluated and tested the 
L-193 HUD in Europe for TWA, and that the system provides all 
the flight information necessary to fly a plane from takeoff to landing. 
He stated that his test flight in France lasted 5 hours, of which he 
flew about 2 hours. Altogether, he has used HUD’s in navigating an 
airplane for about 20 hours of flight time. The witness was of the 
opinion that an airplane can be navigated by the L-193 HUD, and 
that all the information necessary to land at airports, such as Los 
Angeles, where the landing procedure begins 50 miles or more out 
of the airport, is supplied by the system. 

Louis M. Seeburger, manager of the display systems laboratory 
at Hughes Aircraft Company with 30 years’ experience as an electrical 
engineer, testified that he acquired familiarity with the L-193 HUD 
primarily from a brochure published by plaintiff similar to exhibit 4. 
The witness was of the opinion that the optical features of the L—193 
HUD were the primary feature of the instrument, that it does aid 
human vision but only for the information that is being presented 
by it, and that the primary purpose of the display is to navigate the 
aircraft. 

James C. McCawley, a customs import specialist and a professional 
airplane pilot for 20 years with extensive training in all types of 
navigation, radio navigation, pilotage, dead reckoning and celestial 
navigation, testified that he has used navigational head-up displays 
although not the L-193, and that a HUD is useful im all phases of 
flight from takeoff to landing. The witness also testified that celestial 
navigation is with reference to the stars, the planets, and the sun, 
and that he has worked with optical navigational instruments, which 
he considers to be instruments used to make star shots in celestial 
navigation. He stated that such instrument gives you information 
needed to figure out the location of the aircraft. 

Plaintiff contends that the L-193 HUD is not an optical appliance 
because it is not a separate, independently functioning instrument. 
Plaintiff argues (brief, p. 16): 

. . . The projecting data images are not created by the prism 
or collimating head, but rather by the servo-mechanisms and 
the thin metal film or reticles. The prisms and collimating head 
only change the direction and mix the images they receive, and 
project them on the passive reflecting glass. Such functions are 
on the facts herein “subsidiary” to the purpose of the imported 
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article and to the information system of which it is a 
component... . 
Defendant contends that the L-193 is an optical instrument as that 
term is defined in headnote 3 of Part 2 of TSUS Schedule 7. De- 
fendant argues (brief, p. 12): 


. . . We concede that some of the flight parameters which are dis- 
played are scales which the pilot reads. There are other param- 
eters, however, which are not in scale form such as the aircraft 
marker, the artificial horizon, the glide path, the localizer, and 
others .. . . Even if all the parameters were in scale form, the 
HUD would still come outside of the exclusion of Headnote 3 of 
Part 2, because the reading of the scales is not a subsidiary pur- 
pose of the HUD, but rather its primary purpose... . 


Headnote 3 of Part 2 of TSUS Schedule 7 reads: 


” 


The term “optical instruments’, as used in this part, embraces 
only instruments which incorporate one or more optical elements, 
but does not include any instrument in which the incorporated 
optical element or elements are solely for viewing a scale or for 
some other subsidiary purpose. 

Plaintiff also contends that the L-193 is part of a navigational 
instrument, optical or nonoptical. Plaintiff argues (brief, p. 19): 

The article in issue is manifestly employed in navigating an 
airplane, and when so installed and used in an airplane it is an 
essential component of the airplane’s navigational instruments, 
and properly classifiable as a part thereof. 


Defendant contends that the L~193 is not a nonoptical navigational 
instrument because it does not have sensors and an independent means 
of determining the position of an aircraft. Defendant also argues that 
the L-193 is not an optical navigational instrument because it does 
not measure angles, positions and other parameters, and that there is 
no evidence that it is a part of a navigational instrument, optical or 
nonoptical. 

Plaintiff further contends that the L-193 is part of an aircraft in 
that it is designed and dedicated to use in aircraft and is an essential 
component in navigating an aircraft. Defendant contends that the 
L-193 is not classifiable as part of an aircraft because there is a specific 
provision for such part, namely the provision for optical instruments. 

On this record the court is of the opinion that the L-193 HUD is a 
nonoptical navigational instrument entitled to classification under 
TSUS item 710.46 as claimed, and-so holds. There is'‘no question in 
the court’s mind but that the L-193 has been established by the un- 
contradicted testimony of an engineer who studied its design and 
construction and of an airplane pilot who employed it in flight to 
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have the capability of directing the flight of an airplane from the point 
of takeoff to the point, of landing and along a predetermined course of 
flight by means of devices guiding the craft to radio fixes or radio 
navigational devices. Such evidence conforms to the common defini- 
tions of “navigation” as'laid down by the lexicons. 

Further, the L—193 is, in the court’s view, a complete instrument 
rather than a. partial one even though it lacks sensors. From the 
evidence adduced it does not appear that sensors ever comprise a 
part of a navigational instrument per sé utilized in an airplane, whether 
it be a head-up or a head-down instrument. The sensors and their 
circuitry constitute- an integral part of the airplane to which any 
head-up or head-down navigational instrument is coupled. And the 
sensors, through their circuitry, merely furnish the “input” to the 
navigational instrument to enable it to perform its work. Conse- 
quently, to regard the L-193 HUD as being only a partial instrument 
because it lacks sensors would be like saying that a computer is not 
a complete instrument merely because it lacks program material ‘or 
input. That such a conclusion is unwarranted in relation to the L-193 
is further indicated by the fact that the customs authorities who 
examined the L—193 upon its importation treated it as a complete 
instrument when they classified it as an “optical instrument” under 
item 708.89—an item which contains no provision for parts of an 
instrument. 

The L-193 HUD is not, in the court’s opinion, an optical instrument 
as that term is used in Part 2 of TSUS Shedule 7, and, therefore, should 
not have been classified under item 708.89. The optical elements 
incorporated in the collimating head and in the reflecting glass per- 
form subsidiary functions. They merely relay information which the 
system collects to the pilot by enabling the pilot to read the various 
scales. However, the primary work performed by the system, namely, 
collecting or receiving data from the sensors and its transmittal to the 
electronics box, and the conversion of electrical signals into mechanical 
signals and images, are nonoptical functions which antedate the inter- 
play of the optical functions. 

Neither is the L-193 an optical navigational instrument in the 
court’s view. Item 710.8 was derived from paragraphs 228(b) and 360 
of the 1930 Tariff Act. Tariff Classification Study, Schedule 7, page 
105. Insofar as optical navigational instruments are concerned (as 
reflected in the superior and inferior headings proceeding item 710.08) 
the only instruments of this kind contained in the predecessor para- 
graph 228(b) were those used in celestial navigation, namely, azimuth 
mirrors, sextants, and octants—instruments utilized by a navigator to 
ascertain the accuracy of a compass heading or the position of a ship 
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or aircraft in relation to celestial bodies. See and compare, United 
States v. Bliss & Co., 6 Ct. Cust. Appls. 433, T.D. 35980 (1915). The 
information obtained by the navigator from the use of these instru- 
ments is, of course, generated by optical means. Inasmuch as the 
L-193 is not an instrument in this category, it does not appear to be 
within the ambit of item 710.08. 

In view of pleading admissions to the effect that the L-193 is 
designed and dedicated to use in aircraft and is exclusively used in 
aircraft, there is no doubt that the L-193 qualifies for classification 
as part of an aircraft, But inasmuch as there is, in the court’s opinion, 
a specific provision for this part, namely, the provision for naviga- 
tional instruments in item 710.46, classification of this aircraft part 
as a navigational instrument preempts other provisions placed in 
contention. See Rule 10(ij), TSUS General Interpretative Rules. 

The foregoing disposes of the issues raised in the case. For the 
reasons stated the claim of the plaintiff for classification of the subject 
merchandise under item 710.46 as a navigational instrument is 
sustained. Judgment will be entered accordingly. 


Decisions of the United States 
Customs Court 


Customs Rules Deciszon 
(C.R.D. 76-3) 


Geuric, Hospan &.Co., Inc. v. UnttEp States 


Opinion and Order on Defendant's Motion for Sanctions 
Court No. R68/17303 


[Motion granted.] 
(Dated June 18, 1976) 


Busby Rivkin Sherman Levy and Rehm (Saul L. Sherman of counsel) for the 
plaintiff. 


Rex E. Lee, Assistant Attorney General (Glenn HE. Harris; Max F. Schuizman, 
Edmund F. Schmidt, trial attorneys), for the defendant. 


Newnan, Judge: Defendant has filed a motion for sanctions pur- 
suant to the provisions of rule 6.5(b) (2). The predicate of defendant’s 
motion is that plaintiff has not complied with this court’s order of 
December 1, 1975 compelling discovery, in that plaintiff failed to 
answer certain propounded interrogatories. 

For the reasons stated, defendant’s motion for sanctions is granted, 
as herein. provided. 

The background of these unduly protracted proceedings may be 
summarized as follows: 

This is an appeal for reappraisement filed in 1968 contesting the 
Government’s appraisements of certain ‘Eleroda” machine tools, 
parts thereof and accessories. The merchandise was exported in 1962 
from Switzerland by Ateliers des Charmilles S.A. Geneve (“Char- 
milles””) and imported by plaintiff, a customhouse broker at the port 
of New York, for the account of Charmilles Corporation of America 
(‘“‘Charcoram’’), a wholly-owned subsidiary of the exporter. 


bho 
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Issue was joined on September 20, 1973. The pleadings indicate 
that the merchandise was appraised on the basis of United States 
value, pursuan‘ to section 402(c) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended. 
Plaintiff claims that the proper basis for appraisement is export 
value, as-defined in. section 402(b),as amended; or-in the alternative, 
United States value, pursuant’ to section 402(c); as amended; or 
alternatively, constructed value, under section 402(d), as amended. 

It appears that» on December 24, 1974-defendant served inter- 
rogatories directed to plaintiff pursuant to rule 6.3. Despite and during 
several extensions: of time granted by defendant to plaintiff within 
which to respond to the interrogatories,* plaintiff failed to answer or 
object as required by rule 6.3(a). On July 1, 1975 (which was more 
than 6 months after service of the interrogatories), defendant moved 
pursuant to rule 6.5 for an order compelling plaintiff to answer said 
interrogatories. On July 9, 1975, a conference was held in chambers 
pursuant to plaintiff’s request concerning the discovery proceedings 
and proposals by plaintiff for disposition, of this and other related 
cases. On July 18, 1975, plaintiff moved for an order extending its 
time to September 15, 1975 in which to answer defendant’s motion to 
compel discovery. This latter extension of time was granted over 
defendant’s objections by an order dated July 29, 1975. On Septem- 
ber 15, 1975, plaintiff filed a partial opposition to defendant’s motion 
to compel discovery, raising for the first time objections to certain 
interrogatories; and thereafter defendant filed a reply to the afore- 
said opposition on November 14, 1975. On December 1 1975, this 
court granted defendant’s motion to compel discovery. Pursuant to 
said order of December 1, 1975, plaintiff was ordered to answer de- 
fendant’s propounded interrogatories within 60 days. Additionally, 
the order directed that: 


* * * should plaintiff not fully comply with this Court’s order, 
then plaintiff shall be precluded from either introducing at trial 
of the issues in this action, or presenting in conjunction with the 
filing of a dispositive motion herein, any evidence concerning the 
information sought to be elicited by defendant’s interrogatories. 


It further appears from the within moving papers that on 
January 30, 1976, defendant received plaintiff’s answers to the pro- 
pounded interrogatories. The present motion for sanctions to rule 6.5 
(b)(2) was filed on April 29, 1976, based on the assertion that plaintiff 
has not complied with this court’s aforesaid order of December 1, 
1975 compelling discovery, in that plaintiff failed to answer inter- 
rogatories numbered 20(c), 24(a), (c), (g) and (h), and interrogatories 

*These extensions are disclosed in defendant’s motion to compel discovery filed with the court on July 1, 


1975. Such extensions added a period of almost 4 months to the original 60 days within which plaintiff had to 
respond to the interrogatories. 
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27(b) through 27(f). On May 14, 1976, plaintiff filed a motion for an 
extension of time to June 1, 1976 in which to answer defendant’s 
motion. The extension was granted. On June 1, 1976, plaintiff filed a 
memorandum in opposition to defendant’s motion for sanctions. 


The specific interrogatories and answers thereto in dispute are set 
forth below: 


Interrogatory 20: 


(c) 


Describe the merchandising operations of Charmilles with 
respect to sales of the Eleroda machine in (1) Switzerland 
and (2), all countries other than the United States, including, 
in your response, the identity of any distributorships, 
agencies, branches, or other entities which deal with the 
Eleroda machine. 


Answer: 


(c) This question should be addressed to Ateliers de 
Charmilles S. A. Plaintiff cannot give an adequate 
answer. 


Interrogatory 24: 


(a) 


(c) 


(g) 


Identify all advertising, service, and warranty costs incurred 
by Charmilles with respect to the Eleroda machines outside 
of the United States, including, in your response, the identity 
of such markets by country, and the time period applicable 
to such expenses. 


Answer: 
(a) This question can only be answered by Charmilles. 


Identify all written offers of the subject merchandise made 
by Charmilles, Charcoram, or any distributors. 


Answer: 


(c) Charcoram offered to supply merchandise only to 
distributors and only at the prices set forth on its 
prices lists, less the applicable discounts. Any 
offers made by Charmilles in other markets must 
be obtained from them * * * *, 

Identify all documents which reflect home market sales 
between the years 1961 and the present. 


Answer: 


(g) This question must. be directed to Charmilles 
rather than to Charcoram, since it pertains to 
home market sales, presumably meaning sales in 
Switzerland. As for identification, all relevant files 
are maintained in Geneva. Charcoram has no 
detailed knowledge of. pricing patterns in other 
markets except such as was already, furnished to 
the government by previous counsel in the ad- 
ministrative phases of this case. 
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(h) Identify all sales expenses incurred with respect: to the sale 
of the Eleroda machines in (1), the United States, (2), 
Switzerland and (3), all other.countries, including, in your 
response, the identity of such countries, and the time period 
that such expenses were applicable. 


Answer: 


(h) Annexed as Exhibit 9 is a copy of the relevant 
portion of Charcoram’s Profit and Loss statement 
for 1966, showing its selling expenses. Correspond- 
ing information as to sales in Switzerland and sales 
to third country purchasers are not available to 
Charcoram, except as set forth in the published 
financial statements. of Charmilles, the relevant 
portion of which for the year 1966-67 is annexed 
hereto as Exhibit 10. 


Interrogatory ;27: 


With respect to plaintiff’s claim’ made under constructed value, 
please answer the following: 


(b) Provide a detailed breakdown of plaititiff’s claimed ‘cost 
of materials, including all types of.claimed) expenses which 
plaintiff claims is included in this category. 

(c) Provide..a detailed breakdown. of.-plaintifi’s claimed cost 
of fabrication or other processing of any kind employed in 
producing such or similar merchandise, including all types 
of claimed expenses which plaintiff claims i is included within 
this category. 

(d) Provide .a detailed breakdown claimed for the general 

expenses and profits, including all types .of claimed ex- 

pense: which plaintiff claims is included within this category. 

rovide a detailed breakdown of the claimed cost of all 
containers and coverings and all other expenses incidental 
to placing. the merchandise, undergoing appraisement in 
condition, packed ready for. shipment, to the United States. 

(f) Identify all documents supporting your responses to in- 
terrogatories 27 (b) through 27 (e), supra. 


Answer: 
(b)(c)(d)(e)(f) This information must be obtained from 
Charmilles. Charcoram is not able to provide it. 
Plaintiff, in response to defendant’s motion for sanctions, now 
tardily objects to providing defendant with the requested information 
principally on the ground that Charcoram is a domestic subsidiary of 
a foreign corporation (Charmilles), and is not required to provide 
data in the possession, custody, and control of the foreign parent 
corporation. Plaintiff states, however, that ‘the exporter “has volun- 
teered to make relevant information available to defendant in Switzer- 
land’. Additionally, counsel for plaintiff states in a letter to the court 
dated May 20, 1976 that he has ‘just discovered that our files contain 


(e) 





CUSTOMS COURT 29 


a substantial amount of information which we had previously thought 
could only be obtained from Geneva”. 

Irrespective of the merits of plaintiff’s present objections, such 
objections: were not timely interposed by plaintiff in accordance with 
rule6.3(a) ; nor did plaintiff make a timely application for a protective 
order, as provided by rule 6.1(c). An order compelling discovery having 
been. entered on December 1, 1975, the only question now before the 
court is whether plaintiff has complied with that order. Plainly, the 
requested information has not been provided to defendant. Informa- 
tion which plaintiff must obtain from. the exporter to support its 
claimed values should be made available to defendant, or plaintiff 
should be precluded from availing itself*of such information at a trial 
or in support of a dispositive motion. 

Finally, rule.6.5(b) (2) (ii) provides: 

(b) Failure to Comply with Order: 
* * * * * * a 


(2) If any party 6r.a person designated under Rule 7.3(b)(4) 
to testify on behalf of a party fails-to obey an order to provide 
or permit discovery,“including, an order made under paragraph 
(a) of this rule, the cOurt may*make-such orders in regard to the 
failure -as are justy*ineludingy among others, the following: 

* * ‘ * * * * * 


(ii). an order refusing to allow the-disobedient party to support 
or oppose. designated claiths or-defenses, or prohibiting him from 
introducing designated matters.in eVidence; 

* * T* | * * * * 

Under ‘all the facts and circumstances, defendant’s motion for 
sanctions under the foregoing rule*should be granted unless plaintiff 
provides = the =-requested= information.*"Accordingly, it is hereby 
ORDERED: 

Plaintiff shall be precluded from either introducing at trial of the 
issues in this action, or presenting in conjunction with the filing of a 
dispositive motion herein, any evidence. concerning the information 
sought to-be elicited by defendant’s interrogatories 20(c), 24(a), (c), 
(g), and (h); and 27(b) through 27(f), unless plaintiff shall within 60 
days of service of this opinion and order serve defendant with sup- 
plemental answers to said interrogatories fully providing the informa- 
tion requested thereby. The identification of the documents mentioned 
in said interrogatories shall not be required for such documents as 
plaintiff is willing to voluntarily produce for inspection and copying 
within the 60 days permitted herein for serving supplemental answers, 
Further, in: the event such supplemental answers are served, or 
documents voluntarily produced for inspection and copying, within 
the 60-day period, plaintiff may move to vacate the sanctions hereby 
imposed. 
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Index 
US. Customs Service 


Cotton, wool, and manmade fiber textile products; restriction on entry; T.-D, No. 
Republic of Koreas¢ 43... <3 3 oo CS ee oe 76-181 
Countervailing duties: . 
Duties imposed; Cheese fromi Sweden; sec. 159.47(f); C.R., amended. 76-188 
Duties waived; Cheese from Sweden; sec. 159.47(f), C.R.; amended. 76-189 
Foreign currencies: i. 
Daily rates for Hong Kong dollar, Iran rial, Philippines peso, 
Singapore dollar, and Thailand baht (tical): z S 


May 31—June 4) 1976... = 6: 2S 2 a ee ~2-4 +76=182 

June 7-11, 1976... -o4.---.2.-.ie---._-.3 5 1 SR ee Gee 

June 14-18, 1976___-__-_-- ho Se eee Sos 2 BES 
Rates which varied from rate published in T.D. 76-121: 

June 1—4, 19%6sd cS 0270s ees eee ee 76-183 

June 7-11, 197620522 2b ee ate eee eae, 76-185 

June 14-18, 1976. 74-2 Be a Se 76-187 


Customs Court 


Construction: 

Rules of the U.S. Customs Court: 
Rule 6.1(c), C.R.D. 76-3 
Rule 6.3(a), C.R.D. 76-3 
Rule 6.5(b) (2) (ii), C.R.D. 76-3 

Tariff Schedules of the United States: 
General Headnotes and Rules of Interpretation 10(ij), C.D. 4656 
Item 694.60, C.D. 4656 
Item 708.89, C.D. 4656 
Item 710.08, C.D. 4656 
Item 710.46, C.D. 4656 
Schedule 7, part 2, headnote 3, C.D. 4656 


Discovery order compelling; failure to comply with order compelling discovery, 
C.R.D. 76-3 


Failure to comply with order compelling discovery, C.R.D. 76-3 
Head-up display system; optical elements, C.D. 4656 
Legislative history; Tariff Classification Study, 1960, Explanatory and Back- 


ground Materials, Schedule 7, C.D. 4656 
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INDEX 35 
Motion for sanctions; sanctions, motion for, C.R.D. 76-3 
Navigational instrument; optical instrument, C.D. 4656 


Optical: 
Elements: 
Head-up display system, C.D. 4656 
Of navigational device; subsidiary functions, C.D. 4656 
Instrument; navigational instrument, C.D. 4656 


Protective order timely application not made for; sanctions, motion for, C.R.D. 
76-3 


Sanctions, motion for: 
Motion for sanctions, C.R.D. 76-3 
Protective order, timely application not made for, C.R.D. 76-3 
Timely objections not filed, C.R.D. 76-3 

Subsidiary functions; optical elements of navigational device, C.D. 4656 


Timely objections not filed; sanctions, motion for, C.R.D. 76-3 
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